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PER CURIAM.

This matter is again before us pursuant to an order of our Supreme Court remanding the matter
for amplification of our decison on plaintiffs breach of warranty clam.

We again dfirm the trid court's dismissd of plaintiffs breach of warranty dam. We rgect
plantiffs clam that the June 15, 1989, land contract rescinds or abrogates the parties May 27, 1989,
purchase agreement. Where there is more than one agreement relating to the same subject matter the
intention of the parties must be gleaned from al the agreements. Culver v Castro, 126 Mich App 824;
338 Nw2d 232 (1983). Although in some circumstances a later agreement may supersede an earlier
agreement where the documents can not stand together, Joseph v Rottschafter, 248 Mich 606; 227
NW 784 (1929), here, the purchase agreement and land contract do not conflict and both may be



enforced. Contrary to plaintiff’s assertions the “defects notice” could not as a matter of law, act to
rescind the purchase agreement. A recision requires a mesting of the minds, Gaval v Wojtowyca, 13
Mich App 504; 164 NwW2d 724 (1968) and in this case, as noted in the origina opinion, plaintiffs did
not bargain for the defects notice and thus no meeting of the minds occurred with regard to the notice
and the alleged recison.

All other agpects of the opinion remain the same. Affirmed.
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